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INTRODUCTION
Between July 15 and August 9, 1991, The Ohio State University offered the first annual Summer Institute in Political Psychology. Directed by Margaret Hermann, Jon Krosnick, and Wendy Rahn, the institute was a collaborative enterprise between the OSU Office of Continuing Education and the OSU Departments of Political Science and Psychology. This article documents the planning and development of the institute, as well as the events that unfolded during the four-week session.
THE CONCEPT
The idea of establishing a summer training institute in political psychology was initially developed in January 1988 at a "futures conference" directed by Margaret Hermann and sponsored by the International Society of Political Psychology and the Mershon Center. That meeting yielded a 10-year plan for the society's future, which included a three-pronged set of training goals. The first was to develop model curricula to be used in academic-year courses on political psychology. Second, regional workshops would be held in which students and faculty would work side by side designing and conducting empirical research. Finally, in order to enhance students' understanding of the literatures and concepts of political psychology, a Summer Institute was to be established. A concrete plan for implementing the Summer Institute for three years was ratified by the ISPP Governing Council at its 1990 midwinter meeting, and Ohio State University was selected as its initial site.
TRAINING GOALS
The Summer Institute was designed to accomplish three primary goals, the first of which was academic. For graduate students in traditional departments of psychology or political science, it is typically very difficult and time-consuming to acquire expertise in the other discipline through regular academic-year coursework. For example, in order for a political science graduate student to get broad expertise in psychology, it is necessary to take numerous, quarter-or semesterlong courses over a period of years. Unfortunately, most graduate curricula do not allow time for such extensive course-taking in an outside area.
This challenge holds true even for some students currently enrolled at universities that have existing concentrations in political psychology. The curricula offered by many such programs emphasize research done by political psychologists. Thus, students are exposed to areas of the two disciplines that have been successfully integrated in past research efforts. But these curricula sometimes do not offer many opportunities for broad yet efficient exposure to areas of the two disciplines that have not been extensively used by political psychologists.
Consequently, we felt that all graduate students interested in political psychology, whether in a formal graduate program or not, could benefit a great deal from a quick, intensive, and broad introduction to the literature of the other discipline. After learning about a variety of subareas of the other discipline, graduate students could select those areas that are most immediately useful and relevant to their interests and could later obtain in-depth training in those areas at their home institutions. This is not to say that we wanted to provide students with only superficial training. Rather, forced to choose between depth and breadth, we chose to emphasize the latter while being sure that students were given clear and precise training in the other discipline sufficient to facilitate high-quality work in the future.
In providing such broad training, we sought to transcend a pattern that has typified political psychology during this century. We noted early in our planning that although a great deal of exchange has taken place between psychology and political science, there have been clear linkages between certain areas of political science and certain areas of psychology. For example, personality theory has been widely used by scholars studying political leadership, whereas it has been used only minimally in the study of mass politics. Similarly, attitude theory has been utilized much more in the study of mass politics than in other areas. There certainly are exceptions to this pattern, such as the use of schema and consistency theories in both mass and elite political science research. But, in general, there has been substantial pairing of particular literatures in both disciplines.
We hoped to design a curriculum that would provide engaging and useful exposure for all students to as many potentially relevant aspects of the two disciplines, regardless of whether these aspects had been used in previous political psychology research. Thus, rather than encouraging participants simply to perpetuate current lines of political psychology research, we hoped to equip them with skills and perspectives to initiate innovative integrations of the disciplines.
Our second goal was to provide participants with general training in how to successfully integrate psychology and political science in research. Although there is much support for interdisciplinary work throughout the social sciences these days, there are nonetheless numerous practical impediments to doing such work successfully. We wished to expose our participants to examples of successful integration of the two fields, some done by psychologists and others done by political scientists. Furthermore, we wished to provide our participants with exposure to successful career development by political psychologists. By illustrating how individuals' careers unfolded, we hoped that our participants would develop useful ideas about how to organize and direct their own professional development.
Our final primary goal was institution-building. Although there are many individuals doing political psychology currently, there are few training institutions that welcome developing young professionals early in their careers into the international fellowship of political psychologists. Certainly, schools with established political psychology graduate curricula (such as SUNY Stony Brook, Yale University, UCLA, Ohio State University, and others) do just this. But the majority of colleges and universities have no such programs. We therefore sought to establish an institution that would bring together young scholars and senior researchers from around the world, providing opportunities for them to interact and to solidify their shared values and research goals.
THE TARGET AUDIENCE
In order to most benefit from a training program designed to accomplish these goals, we felt that an individual would need to have a solid background in either psychology or political science and a set of personal research interests in political psychology. We therefore felt that our target audience should be second, third, and fourth-year graduate students in the two disciplines. Furthermore, we suspected that faculty who were either retooling to move into a new area of research or who were at smaller institutions and would value participation in an intellectual "hothouse" might benefit as well. Finally, we hoped to appeal to professionals in government who could make practical use of the knowledge they might gain.
THE CURRICULUM
Given our goals, we felt it most sensible to conduct the institute for four weeks. We therefore designed a schedule of instructional activities accordingly, as displayed in Table I . The curriculum had five primary components: psychology lectures, political science lectures, discussion groups, methods workshops, and seminars with guest specialists. Psychology lectures. Our goal in providing basic psychology training was to expose participants to a wide range of literatures in psychology that might be of use in studying political phenomena. The 19 topics of these lectures (shown in Table II) were selected from among a wide range of contenders. These topics (until 4:30 pm) 4:00-6:00 pm
Research methods seminars ----------------Guest specialist meets with discussion groups 5:00-6:30 pm Reception for guest specialist included social psychology, developmental psychology, cognitive psychology, personality psychology, organizational psychology, and clinical/counseling psychology. We asked the psychology lecturers to assume that their audience had no background in their areas and to provide broad introductions to their literatures. Given the time limitations, we felt it would be impractical for the lecturers to provide historical lectures describing all of the developments in a field from its inception. Furthermore, we felt that time limitations would make it difficult for the lecturers to provide any detailed presentations of major areas of controversy. Therefore, we wanted the lecturers to expose participants to the widely accepted and supported findings and areas of agreement in each field. Furthermore, we asked them to give participants reading lists so they could pursue particular writings. We did not expect the psychology lecturers to place special emphasis on areas of their literature that directly involved political behavior-rather, we wanted them to cover their fields broadly with any eye toward those areas of work that were potentially applicable in the study of politics. Political science lectures. In order to provide basic training in political science, we envisioned lectures on a range of basic political science topics (see Table III ). These topics addressed political contexts, factors shaping political behavior, public policy making, and international relations. Whereas the first two topics focused primarily on mass politics, the latter two focused primarily on elite politics. We asked the political science lecturers to take the same approach as employed by the psychology lecturers. Discussion groups. We felt it essential for the curriculum to address the successful integration of psychology and political science. We felt that this integration could be addressed most effectively in the context of small discussion groups (approximately 15 people each). For each group meeting, participants read several journal articles or book chapters, typically reporting empirical investigations employing psychological concepts and theories to study political phenomena. We hoped that discussions of the intent and implications of such work would help to clarify how political psychology could be done most effectively. In addition, we hoped that the discussion groups would serve as forums in which the participants could get to know each other and debate the merits of various approaches to career development. Finally, we intended the discussion groups to provide opportunities for participants to reflect upon and clarify the implications of the morning lectures in political science and psychology. In order to help the discussion groups function effectively, each one had a facilitator who coordinated and directed the discussions. Four advanced graduate students at OSU served in these roles: Juliet Kaarbo, Ryan Beasley, Marijke Breuning (all in political science), and Matthew Berent (in social psychology). Juliet Kaarbo also served as the institute's assistant director, coordinating a range of daily activities. Research methods instruction. Although most graduate programs in political science and psychology offer courses in mainstream research methods, few offer courses in the nontraditional research methods that are frequently employed in political psychology. Consequently, we felt it essential that our curriculum introduce participants to these research methods. The methods we ultimately chose to offer included survey techniques, experimental design, quasi-experimental design, protocol analysis, elite interviewing, use of archives, interpersonal simulation, and computational modeling (see Table IV ). The methods instructors were asked to provide an introduction to their areas for an audience who had little or no familiarity with it. Furthermore, they were asked to provide participants with hands-on experience with the methods. Guest specialist seminars. We felt that perhaps the single most effective way to instruct participants in political psychology would be to expose them to role models. To this end, we selected prominent political psychologists whose work has been recognized internationally as having made important contributions. In order for our participants to most benefit from these individuals, we scheduled each guest speaker to make a presentation on each of two successive days. On the first day, the guest specialists provided intellectual autobiographies. Sometimes beginning during their graduate school days and sometimes even earlier, they described the development of their lives as political psychologists, whom their important influences were, how various factors shaped their research foci and ideas, and how they matured as political psychologists over the course of their careers. In the process, the participants learned about the major areas of research each specialist had conducted, the methods employed, and what the specialist considered her or his principal findings. During the second afternoon, each guest specialist delivered a detailed lecture on a research project that was recently completed or currently ongoing. Thus, participants learned in depth about the intellectual style the specialist brought to his or her work. Following these presentations, the guest specialists met with each discussion group for an extended period of informal exchange and also had numerous opportunities for one-on-one conversations with the participants. We decided to have a different set of guest specialists each year of the institute. For the first year, we identified five exemplary political psychologists: David Sears (University of California at Los Angeles), Pamela Conover (University of North Carolina), Philip Tetlock (University of California at Berkeley), and the collaborative team of Janice Gross Stein (University of Toronto) and Richard Ned Lebow (University of Pittsburgh).
Although the second-day research presentations were quite similar in structure and approach for all the specialists, the autobiographies were approached quite differently by the various individuals. David Sears's autobiography was chronological and focused on his personal development and the links between his personal life and his major research interests in racial attitudes and race relations. Pam Conover focused on the major research enterprises she had engaged in during her career, describing the issues addressed in each area and how the methods she used became more radical and less traditional over time. She also raised professional issues, such as the challenges posed by doing interdisciplinary research. Phil Tetlock approached his task by addressing a philosophical issue that he has confronted with his research. This issue has yielded the emergence of a new, basic view of human nature that has been underrecognized in the social sciences generally. And Janice Stein and Ned Lebow described the progression of their research programs on international relations using their case studies as illustrations. This variety of approaches was very engaging for the participants.
ADDITIONAL EVENTS
In addition to these core elements of the curriculum, a number of other events were planned. We held an opening banquet the night before classes began, during which the participants began getting to know each other informally. The first day of the institute included presentations by the directors of their research, discussions of the history and nature of political psychology, an overview of the institute's plan and goals, and an opportunity for the participants to describe their backgrounds and interests to the group. Every Thursday evening, a wine-andcheese reception was held for that week's guest specialist on the bank of the Olentangy River. Recreational activities included regular athletics, parties at the homes of Peg Hermann and Michael Young, and organized visits to Columbus's Jazz and Ribs Festival, the Short North Gallery Hop, and Kings Island Amusement Park. The participants organized lots of sports activities as well. A closing banquet was held on the last night, with Alexander George (Stanford University) as the keynote speaker. The participants received certificates signifying completion of the curriculum during this "graduation" ceremony.
THE PARTICIPANTS
There were 57 participants; their demographics are displayed in Table V . People came from nine countries: The United States, Venezuela, Spain, Italy, 
SELF-EVALUATION
During the course of the institute, we had numerous opportunities to speak with participants about their experiences. These conversations provided opportunities to pinpoint aspects of the curriculum that seemed to be working well and aspects that were less successful. We also learned about the participants' reactions to the institute through various formal evaluation procedures. Each week, students filled out questionnaires evaluating the lectures they had heard. At the end of the institute, they filled out overall evaluation questionnaires that asked about possible changes that might be made to the institute in future years. All these sources of information helped us to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the institute's design.
Overall evaluation assessments made it clear that the participants found their experiences to be valuable, worthwhile, and enjoyable. They believed they had gained considerable knowledge in both disciplines and had better ideas about how to integrate the two. Furthermore, large majorities of the participants felt that most aspects of the curriculum should be preserved. However, they did indicate a few aspects of the curriculum that could be improved. Our plans for future institutes were adjusted in response to this evaluation information. 
